United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Ofilce 
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 223 13-1450 
www.u^to.gov 



APPLICATION NO. 



FILING DATE 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 



CONFIRMATION NO. 



10/717,851 



11/19/2003 



7590 



n/20/2006 



Sally J. Brown 

autoliv asp, inc. 

3350 Airport Road 
Ogden,.UT 84405 



Quin Soderquist 



14291 



1718 



EXAMINER 



ART UNIT 



SPISICH. GEORGE D 



PAPER NUMBER 



3616 



DATE MAILED: 1 1/20/2006 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 10/03) 



Office Action Summarv 


Application No. 

10/717,851 


Applicant(s) 

SODERQUIST, QUIN 


Examiner 

George D. Spisich 


Art Unit 

3616 





- r/ie MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS. • 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 09 August 2006 . 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)l3 This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1 935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 21 3. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 13 Claim(s) 1-11. 14-40.42 and 43 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 2-4.9. 17-19.23.32,33 and 39 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) \3 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) M Claim(s) 1.5-8. 10.11. 14-16.20-22.24-31.34-38.40.42 and 43 is/are reiected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) n The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the connection is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action orfomn PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S,C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)n Some * c)^ None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. i 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage I 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)), 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC §102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale In this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent In the United 
States. 

Claims 1,5,8,10,11,15,31,34,35,38,40,42 and 43 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Wirt et al. (USPN 5,533,748). 

Wirt et al. discloses an airbag cover having a substrate (38 and 46) (as best 
shown in Figs. 6 and 8) having an exposed surface, at least one tear seam (28) 
disposed in the exposed surface. The tear seam is a "narrow point" in shape and in 
thickness that facilitates rupturing of a unitary applique film (18). The applique film (18) 
is disposed on the exposed surface across the tear seam, wherein the tear seam and 
applique film are frangible and rupture in response to expansion of an inflatable cushion 
to permit the cushion to deploy through the substrate and applique film. The applique 
film comprises a single layer. The applique film (18) is free of a hole or tear seam. 

The substrate (38 and 46) includes a hinge (32) which therefore define the 
substrate as a hinged flap. 

The substrate (see col. 6, lines 17-22), the substrate comprises an injected 
material. 
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Wirt et al. discloses an airbag cover having a substrate (see col. 5, lines 28-30) 
having a thickness in the range of 1 to 2.5 mm, with that thickness being adjacent a tear 
seam. 

Claims 16,20,22,25 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Anglsperger (USPN 6,443,484). 

Anglsperger discloses an airbag cover having a substrate (1) having an exposed 
surface, at least one tear seam (3,3a) disposed in the exposed surface. The tear seam 
is a "narrow point" in shape and in thickness that facilitates rupturing of a unitary 
applique film (4). The applique film (4) is disposed on the exposed surface across the 
tear seam, wherein the tear seam and applique film are frangible and rupture in 
response to expansion of an inflatable cushion to permit the cushion to deploy through 
the substrate and applique film. The applique film comprises a single layer. 

When viewing Figures 4-5, Anglsperger discloses the applique film (4) having 
contours that are aligned with corresponding contours in the substrate to produce a 3-D 
emblem. This structural detail is considered to be an emblem and a structural detail 
that is part of the "vehicle manufacturer's logo". 

The substrate of Anglsperger is shown to be a flap that moves about a "hinge" 
portion (see Fig. 6) therefore, the substrate comprises a hinged flap. 

With respect to the addition of an element disclosed by Anglsperger as a 
separately attached emblem, that does not prevent Anglsperger recessed portion from 
being considered a three-dimensional emblem. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 6,7,36 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wirt et al. (USPN 5,533.748) in view of Watanabe et al. (USPN 5,172,932). 

Wirt et al. has been discussed about but does not disclose the thickness of the 
applique film. 

Watanabe et al. discloses an airbag cover having a "applique film" (32). The 
thickness (see col. 3, line 20-25) is disclosed in the range of 0.2 to 10 mm. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide the thickness of the applique film of Wirt et al. at not 
greater than 0.5 mm or no greater than 1 .0 mm, as these thicknesses are taught by 
Watanabe et al. as desired thicknesses that would ensure stability and proper tearing of 
the applique film. 

Furthermore, it is within the skill of one of ordinary skill in the art to provide a 
particular dimension (thickness) of the disclosed relative elements in the claimed ranges 
since it has been held that making an element a certain dimension or size involves only 
routine skill in the art. 
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Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Anglsperger (USPN 6,443,484) in view of Watanabe et al. (USPN 5,172,932). 

Anglsperger has been discussed about but does not disclose the thickness of the 
applique film. 

Watanabe et al. discloses an airbag cover having a "applique film" (32). The 
thickness (see col. 3, line 20-25) is disclosed in the range of 0.2 to 10 mm. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide the thickness of the applique film of Aglsperger at not 
greater than 0.5 mm or no greater than 1 .0 mm, as these thicknesses are taught by 
Watanabe et al. as desired thicknesses that would ensure stability and proper tearing of 
the applique film. 

Furthermore, it is within the skill of one of ordinary skill in the art to provide a 
particular dimension (thickness) of the disclosed relative elements in the claimed ranges 
since it has been held that making an element a certain dimension or size involves only 
routine skill in the art. 

Claims 24 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Anglsperger 9USPN 6,443,484) in view of Wirt et al. (USPN 5,533,748). 

Anglsperger has been previous discussed, but does not disclose the thickness of 
the substrate or that the substrate comprises an "injected material". 
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Wirt et al. discloses an airbag cover having a substrate (see col. 5, lines 28-30) 
having a thickness in the range of 1 to 2.5 mm, with that thickness being adjacent a tear 
seam. Furthermore, the substrate (see col. 4, lines 17-21) is "injected with a material". 

It would have been obvious to provide a substrate that "comprises an injected 
material" and is "at least 2.5 mm thick adjacent a tear seam" in the arrangement of 
Anglsperger and as is taught by Wirt et al, so as to provide a sturdy substrate made of 
an injected material. 

Furthermore, it is within the skill of one of ordinary skill in the art to provide a 
particular dimension (thickness) of the disclosed relative elements in the claimed ranges 
since it has been held that making an element a certain dimension or size involves only 
routine skill in the art. 

Claims 26 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Anglsperger (USPN 6,443,484) in view of Hlywka et al. (USPN 5,961,143). 

Anglsperger has been previously discussed but does not disclose the appliqu§ 
film having a tear seam aligned with the tear seam of the substrate. 

Hlywka et al. discloses an airbag cover comprising a substrate (as best seen in 
Figure 3) having a "hinged flap" and a tear seam (32) in an applique film (26) that is 
aligned with a tear seam of the substrate. These structural details perform the function 
of allowing the "flaps" of the substrate to more easily be moved and the film to be more 
easily ruptured as the airbag is expanded though the airbag cover. 
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•It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the airbag cover of Anglsperger to provide a hinged flap 
in the airbag cover and provide a tear line in the film and aligned with the tear line in the 
substrate as taught by Hlywka et al. so as to allow the arrangement to more easily be 
ruptured and pivoted out of the way during expansion of the airbag. 

Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wirt et 
al. (USPN 5,533,748) in view of Niwa et al. (USPN 6,003,895) cited by Applicant. 

Wirt et al. has been previously discussed but does not disclose that the applique 
film is "substantially transparent". 

Niwa et al. discloses an airbag cover having applique film (12) (see col. 4, lines 
1-2) being a transparent acrylic film. This reference is used to teach the use of a 
protective "substantially transparent" layer over an airbag door/element. The use of 
transparency on an "emblem" would also teach the use of "transparency" on other 
airbag door details. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the airbag cover of Wirt et al. so as to provide a 
"substantially transparent" applique film as taught by Niwa et al. so as to provide a 
decorative detail to the airbag cover. 
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Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Anglsperger al. (USPN 6,443,484) in view of Niwa et al. (USPN 6,003,895) cited by 
Applicant. 

Anglsperger has been previously discussed but does not disclose that the 
applique film is "substantially transparent". 

Niwa et al, discloses an airbag cover having appliqueTilm (12) (see col. 4, lines 
1-2) being a transparent acrylic film. This reference is used to teach the use of a 
protective "substantially transparent" layer over an airbag door/element. The use of 
transparency on an "emblem" would also teach the use of "transparency" on other 
airbag door details. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the airbag cover of Anglsperger so as to provide a 
"substantially transparent" applique film as taught by Niwa et al. so as to provide a 
decorative detail to the airbag cover. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed August 9, 2006 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

With respect to Applicant's argument that Anglsperger does not show a 3-D 
emblem, Examiner disagrees and maintains the rejection. It is Examiner's position that 
the indentation that contributes to the mounting of the emblem is sufficient to broadly 
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being considered an emblem or at least a portion of an emblem since it is a 3-D 

"design". 

With respect to Applicant's argument that Niwa does not show a transparent film 
over an airbag cover, Examiner disagrees and maintains the rejection. Examiner has 
used Niwa as a teaching reference to make a film transparent and more clearly 
addressed this detail in the rejection of the Office Action. 

With respect to Applicant's argument that Watanabe does not show the claimed 
thickness and the cover is from a different manufacturing process, Examiner disagrees 
and maintains the rejection. Watanabe properly shows the dimensions as claimed for a 
layered door. However, Examiner has further rejected and addressed the dimensional 
limitations as being within the scope of one of ordinary skill in the art to vary or decide 
on. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1+, 31+, 43 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Due to the new rejections and interpretations with respect to the dimensions of 
the film and substrate and the transparency of the film, this action is Non-Final. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to George D. Spisich whose telephone number is (571) 
272-6676. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9:00 to 6:30 
except alt. Friday. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paul Dickson can be reached on (571 ) 272-6669. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-91 99 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571 -272-1000. 



George D. Spisich 
November 13, 2006 
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